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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . Due to communications filed 1/12/05, the following is a final office action. Claims 
1-52 and 59-60 are cancelled. Claims 53, 68 and 70-74 have been amended. Claim 76 
has been added. Claims 53-58 and 61-76 are now pending in this application and have 
been examined on the merits. The previous rejection has been withdrawn and the 
following reflects the claims as amended. Claims 53-58 and 61-76 are rejected as 
follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 68 and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The terms "first autonomous software process" and "second autonomous 
software process" in claims 68 and 76 are relative terms that render the claims 
indefinite. The terms "first autonomous software process" and "second autonomous 
software process" are not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. Because the terms "first 
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autonomous software process" and "second autonomous software process" are used, 
both claims 68 and 76, are unclear, thereby making the scope of the invention unclear 
as well. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 53-58 and 61-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Parad (US 5,369,570), in further view of Wrabetz et al (US 
5,442,791). 

As per claims 53, Parad discloses: 

Processing the service request, (Col. 9, lines 48-56, [sending requests for actions 
to appropriate systems]); 

negotiation means for use in establishing conditions applicable to provision of 
one or more component processes involved in provision of the service, said negotiation 
means being adapted to assemble said conditions in the data store proactively by 
negotiation prior to receipt of said service request, (Col. 29, lines 49-61, [Here, the 
requirements are fed into the Resource Engines component where a schedule that 
meets requirements is attempted to be created. This attempt represents the negotiation 
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process since the Resource Engine tries to meet specific requirements requested by the 
requester by matching different resources with each request, also part of the negotiation 
process is shown through interaction between the user and the intelligence of the action 
control via logic and where user established rules in database through use of a menu)); 

an up-datable data store/means to access said up-datable data store for storing 
said conditions when established and assembled, (Col. 29, lines 56-61 , Col. 10, line 5 
w/ Col. 26, lines 36-42, Fig. 14 [shows rules part of database, in this case reference 
tables can be constructed for establishing the rules by using maintenance functions 
from the menu, in this case, the rules represent the conditions and the constructed 
reference tables represent the assembled conditions]) 

where the processing means is adapted to process a service request by 
accessing one or more of the previously established conditions in the data store, 
processing the request using the one or more established conditions and producing said 
response, (Col. 26, lines 37-41, [where rules are retrieved from the database in order to 
determine appropriate calendars]). 

Parad fails to disclose an input for receiving a service request, but does disclose 
a resource engine that utilizes inputs in message form for the processing of resources in 
col. 13, lines 11-14. 

However, Wrabetz et al discloses: 

An input for receiving a service request, (Col. 6, lines 47-51 , [common remote 
execution interface]). Wrabetz et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the 
purpose of showing that the common remote execution interface is used to receive 
request for services. 



Application/Control Number: 09/043406 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3639 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have an input for receiving a service request for the purpose of 
providing means for requesting services. 

As per claim 54, Parad discloses: 

Wherein one or more of said established conditions has an associated expiry 

time after which it is no longer applicable, (col. 16, lines 48-51 and lines 53-58, [after 

interval, where each rule in succession defines the last point in time where the rule is 

applied]) 

As per claim 55, Parad discloses: 

Wherein the processing means is adapted to detect an expired or undefined 
condition in the data store, which condition is applicable to a component process for the 
provision of a requested service, and to trigger the negotiation means to establish a 
substitute condition, (Col. 28, lines 38-51, w/ Col. 29, lines 41-61, [where if there is a 
rule violation, the user sends a message to the user's action control where the user can 
use the action control to establish another rule with the user of a menu, in this case, an 
expired or undefined condition is represented by a rule violation]) 

As per claim 56, Parad discloses: 

means to access said data store for storing data related to services offered by 
the system and to one or more entities which have an interest in receiving information 
relating to one or more of said services, together with means to transmit information 
based on said data related to services to the one or more entities which have an 
interest, (Col. 29, lines 56-59, [menu that provides maintenance functions for reference 
tables], col. 6, lines 32-34 and Fig. 12, [component parts used to transmit]). 
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As per claim 57, Parad discloses: 

which further comprises initiation means to initiate one or more component 
processes in provision of a requested service, (Col. 16, lines 31-38, [instance of the 
resource table]). 

As per claim 58, Parad discloses: 

provisioning a requested service requires provision of a selected set of 
component processes, (Col. 8, lines 33-42, [applying resource specific resource 
requirements and rules and the processing of these resources being effected by the 
rules, where resources are directly associated with the delivery of services as shown in 
col. 1 , lines 6-10], and col. 9, lines 45-56, [where it is shown that process characteristics 
are used and operations {processes} are altered as a result of resource rules]); 

the negotiation means establishes and stores a set of conditions applicable to 

provision of the component processes of the selected set, (Col. 29, lines 56-61, where 

negotiation takes place between the user and the intelligence of the action control via 

logic and the conditions are represented by rules); 

the processing means is adapted to process a service request by accessing the 

stored set of conditions in the data store, processing the request using said stored set, 

and producing said response, (Col. 26, lines 37-41, where the rule [condition] is 

retrieved from the database and processed by determining the calendar). 

As per 61 , Parad discloses: 

Establishing conditions applicable to provision of one or more component 
processes in a service, proactively by negotiation prior to receipt of said service request, 
(Col. 9, lines 48-50, [defining rules], Col. 29, lines 49-61, [Here, the requirements are 
fed into the Resource Engines component where a schedule that meets requirements is 
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attempted to be created. This attempt represents the negotiation process since the 
Resource Engine tries to meet specific requirements requested by the requester by 
matching different resources with each request, part of the negotiation process is also 
shown when interaction occurs between the user and the intelligence of the action 
control via logic]). 

Accessing an up-datable data store and storing said conditions once established, 
(Col. 29, lines 56-61, Col. 10, line 5 w/ Col. 26, lines 36-42, Fig. 14 [shows rules part of 
database], where user established rules in database through use of a menu)); 

Processing said service request by: 

a) accessing one or more of said previously established conditions in the 
data store, (col. 16, lines 31-39, retrieved information about resource which includes 
rules]); and 

b) providing a response to the service request, said response comprising an 
indication of availability of the requested service dependent upon whether said one or 
more established conditions is met, (col. 32, lines 60-67, claim 1, [initializing the 
resource engine with current conditions and determining actions to be taken based on 
changes to the conditions]) . 

Parad fails to disclose subsequently receiving a request for said service, but 
does disclose a resource engine that utilizes inputs in message form for the processing 
of resources in col. 13, lines 11-14. 

However, Wrabetz et al discloses: 
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subsequently receiving a request for said service, (Col. 6, lines 47-51 ^common 
remote execution interface]). Wrabetz et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art 
for the purpose of showing that the common remote execution interface is used to 
receive request for services. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to receive a request for a service for the purpose of providing 
means for requesting services. 

As per claim 62, Parad discloses : 

wherein one or more of said established conditions stored in said data store is 
applicable until advent of an expiry time associated with said one or more conditions, 
(col. 16, lines 48-51 and lines 53-58, [after interval, where each rule in succession 
defines the last point in time where the rule is applied]) 

As per claim 63, Parad discloses : 

wherein further comprising the step, responsive to receipt of said request, of 
finding whether any conditions for provision of said service are extant and substituting a 
substitute condition in the event that no such conditions are found, (Col. 16, lines 31-38, 
[information about resources {including rules} are updated according to the rule interval, 
and lines 48-59, [where it is shown that rules are applied during certain intervals and 
each rule defines the last point in time where the rule is applied, which represents the 
rule being extant]). 

As per claim 64, Parad discloses : 
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wherein said method further comprises the step of scheduling provision of said 
one or more component processes, said step being carried out after receipt of said 
request for said service, (Col. 32,lines 66-68, [using action control to determine actions 
to be taken based on changes]). 

As per claim 65, Parad discloses: 

wherein said method further comprises the step, responsive to a failure to 
schedule one or more component processes, of carrying out one of the following steps: 

re-schedule the component process, (col. 8, lines 45-47, [adjusting scheduled 
events]; 

transmit a message to an entity which requested the service, (Col. 26, lines 60- 
62, [message sent when a condition value changes], indicating that 

ii) the service can only be provided under conditions different to said previously 
established conditions, (col. 26, lines 60-62, [user must revise action list according to 
change]); 

iii) re-assign the service to another service provider; or indicate to an entity which 
requested the service that the requested service cannot be provided, (col. 27, lines 58- 
62, [identify alternatives and implement indicated actions]). 

As per claim 66, Parad discloses: 

identifying component processes for use in provisioning the requested service, 
(col. 9, lines 35-47, Fig. 2, [illustrating major component parts]). 
As per claim 67, Parad discloses: 
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Initiating one or more of said component processes identified for use in the 
requested service, (col. 32, lines 60-67, claim 1, [initializing the resource engine with 
current conditions). 

6. Claims 68-76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Parad (5,369,570) , and further in view of Babayev et al (5,615,121). 
As per claims 68, 76, Parad discloses: 

executing a first autonomous software process, (col. 9, lines 48-56, [action 
control sending requests]); 

the execution of said autonomous software processes establishing conditions 
applicable to provision of said service by negotiation between said first and second 
autonomous software processes, (col. 29, lines 49-61, [Here, the requirements are fed 
into the Resource Engines component where a schedule that meets requirements is 
attempted to be created. This attempt represents the negotiation process since the 
Resource Engine tries to meet specific requirements requested by the requester by 
matching different resources with each request., part of the negotiation process is also 
shown through interaction between the user and the menu component part where user 
established rules in database through use of a menu component part]); 

accessing an up-datable data store and storing said conditions in said data store 
once established, (Col. 29, lines 56-59, [menu that provides maintenance functions for 
reference tables], col. 6, lines 32-34 and Fig. 12, [component parts used to transmit]); 

the execution of said first autonomous software process subsequently involving 
the receipt of a request for said service for handling by said first autonomous software 
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process, (Col. 28, line 64-Col. 29, line 9, [Shows the action control process (which 
represents the first autonomous software process) that consists of 8 component parts 
where the first component part is the "START UP" component part where a definition file 
whose parameters describe the user preferences], w/ Col. 9, lines 54-56, where it is 
shown that the action control sends requests for actions to appropriate systems]); and 

responsive to receipt of said request, said first autonomous software process 
testing whether the established conditions for provision of said service are met and 
providing an indication as to whether the requested service is available in dependence 
upon the outcome of said test, (Col. 29, lines 54-66, [shows that when an action item's 
on a list changes significantly, the "MAKE SELECTION" component part determines a 
preferred action for the present action list item according to the changes, this 
determination represents the test]). 

Wherein there are no control dependencies between the first and second 
autonomous software processes, (col. 4, lines 32-36, shows initializing with independent 
demand and current conditions). 

Parad fails to disclose executing a second autonomous software process, but 
does disclose resources that effect the delivery of services in Col. 1 , lines 6-10. 

However, Babayev et al discloses: 

executing a second autonomous software process representing a service 
provider, (Col. 2, line 47-Col. 3, line 3, [utilizing the scheduler to allocate resources 
represented by service providers]). Babayev et al discloses this limitation in an 
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analogous art for the purpose of showing that service providers can be scheduled by 
using a scheduler. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to represent a service provider with the motivation of showing that 
resources used to deliver a service can comprise service providers. 

As per claim 69, Parad discloses: 

in which one or more of said established conditions is stored in said data store 
until advent of an expiry time associated with said one or more conditions, (col. 16, lines 
48-51 and lines 53-58, [after interval, where each rule in succession defines the last 
point in time where the rule is applied]) 

As per claim 70, Parad discloses: 

wherein, responsive to receipt of said request, said first autonomous software 
process tests whether any conditions for provision of said service are extant and 
substitutes a substitute condition in the event that no such conditions are found, (Col. 
16, lines 31-38, [information about resources {including rules} are updated according to 
the rule interval, and lines 48-59, [where it is shown that rules are applied during certain 
intervals and each rule defines the last point in time where the rule is applied, which 
represents the rule being extant]). 

As per claim 71 , Parad discloses: 

wherein, responsive to receipt of said request, said first autonomous software 
process tests whether any conditions for provision of said service are extant and 
substitutes a substitute condition in the event that no such conditions are found, , (Col. 
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16, lines 31-38, [information about resources {including rules} are updated according to 
the rule interval, and lines 48-59, [where it is shown that rules are applied during certain 
intervals and each rule defines the last point in time where the rule is applied, which 
represents the rule being extant]). 

As per claim 72, Parad discloses: 

in which said first autonomous software process identifies one or more further 

autonomous software processes representing resources required to provide one or 

more component services in the provision of said service, (Col. 8, lines 33-42, [applying 

resource specific resource requirements and rules and the processing of these 

resources being effected by the rules, where resources are directly associated with the 

delivery of services as shown in col. 1 , lines 6-10], and col. 9, lines 45-56, [where it is 

shown that process characteristics are used and operations {processes} are altered as 

a result of resource rules]); 

Parad fails to disclose further comprising executing said further autonomous 

software process representing a component service provider, but does disclose 

resources that effect the delivery of services in Col. 1 , lines 6-10. 

However, Babayev et al discloses: 

said method further comprising executing said further autonomous software 
process representing a component service provider, (Col. 2, line 47-Col. 3, line 3, 
[utilizing the scheduler to allocate resources represented by service providers]). 
Babayev et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing 
that service providers can be scheduled by using a scheduler. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to represent a service provider with the motivation of showing that 
resources used to deliver a service can comprise service providers. 

As per clam 73, Parad discloses: 

in which said first autonomous software process identifies one or more further 

autonomous software processes representing resources required to provide one or 

more component services in the provision of said service, (Col. 8, lines 33-42, [applying 

resource specific resource requirements and rules and the processing of these 

resources being effected by the rules, where resources are directly associated with the 

delivery of services as shown in col. 1 , lines 6-10], and col. 9, lines 45-56, [where it is 

shown that process characteristics are used and operations {processes} are altered as 

a result of resource rules]); 

Parad fails to disclose further comprising executing said further autonomous 

software process representing a component service provider, but does disclose 

resources that effect the delivery of services in Col. 1 , lines 6-10. 

However, Babayev et al discloses: 

said method further comprising executing said further autonomous software 
process representing a component service provider, (Col. 2, line 47-Col. 3, line 3, 
[utilizing the scheduler to allocate resources represented by service providers]). 
Babayev et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing 
that service providers can be scheduled by using a scheduler. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to represent a service provider with the motivation of showing that 

resources used to deliver a service can comprise service providers. 
As per claim 74, Parad discloses: 

a computer having a memory storing autonomous software code, (Col 7, lines 
53-56, [combination of software/hardware]w/ col. 32, lines 46-47, memory), executable 
to 

provide an autonomous software process representing a service requester, (col. 
9, lines 48-56, [action control sending requests]); 

the execution of said autonomous software process 

a) establishing conditions applicable to provision of said service by negotiation 
between said autonomous software process and one or more other autonomous 
software processes, (col. 29, lines 49-61, [Here, the requirements are fed into the 
Resource Engines component where a schedule that meets requirements is attempted 
to be created. This attempt represents the negotiation process since the Resource 
Engine tries to meet specific requirements requested by the requester by matching 
different resources with each request, part of the negotiation process is also shown 
when the user establishes rules in database through use of a menu component part]); 

b) accessing an up-datable data store and storing said conditions in said data 
store once established, , (Col. 29, lines 56-59, [menu that provides maintenance 
functions for reference tables], col. 6, lines 32-34 and Fig. 12, [component parts used to 
transmit]);and 
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c) on subsequently receiving a request for said service, accessing said data 
store and testing whether the established conditions for provision of said service are 
met and providing an indication as to whether the requested service is available in 
dependence upon the outcome of said test, (Col. 29, lines 54-66, [shows that when an 
action item's on a list changes significantly, the "MAKE SELECTION" component part 
determines a preferred action for the present action list item according to the changes, 
this determination represents the test]). 

As per claim 75, Parad discloses: 

said autonomous software code is executable to provide a plurality of software 
threads, able to concurrently interact with different other autonomous software 
processes, (Col. 5, lines 40-49, [processing manages an active queue concurrent with 
other processing]). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 1/12/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

As per claims 53-58, the applicant argues that the combination of Wrabetz and 
Parad fails to teach or suggest all of the claimed limitations such as "negotiation means 
for use in establishing conditions applicable to provision of one or more components 
processes involved in provision of said service, said negotiation means being adapted 
to assemble said conditions in the data store proactively by negotiation prior to receipt 
of said service request". However, in Col. 29, lines 49-54 of Parad, the Action Control 
negotiates with the Resource Engine. Here, the requirements are fed into the Resource 
Engines component where a schedule that meets requirements is attempted to be 
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created. This attempt represents the negotiation process since the Resource Engine 

tries to meet specific requirements requested by the requester by matching different 

resources with each request. In addition, part of the negotiation process is also shown 

in Col. 29, lines 56-61 of Parad. Here, the negotiation occurs between the user and the 

intelligence of the action control via logic and where user established rules in database 

through use of a menu. In addition, the applicant argues that the term negotiation is 

defined by the specification as follows: "The mechanism for making SLAs is negotiation 

- a joint decision making process in which the parties verbalise their possible 

contradictory) demands and then move towards agreement by a process of concession 

or search for new alternatives". However, Parad discloses that the invention 

contemplates that decisions are distributed throughout an enterprise and that resource 

conflicts must be identified, prioritized by importance, alternatives analyzed, and 

corrective actions implemented in col. 4, lines 52-56. For these reasons, Parad does 

disclose negotiation, which is implemented in any combination of software, firmware, or 

hardware as shown in col. 7, lines 53-56 of Parad. 

As per claims 68-75, the applicant argues that Parad does not teach "the 

execution of said autonomous software processes establishing conditions applicable to 

provision of said service by negotiation between said first and second autonomous 

software processes". However, these claims are still rejected for reasons similar to 

those discussed for claim 53 in the preceding paragraph. In addition, the applicant 

argues that the allegations of the Office Action that Parad discloses the claimed 

negotiation is erroneous since the negotiation is between the first and second 

autonomous process, and the office action admits that "Parad fails to disclose executing 

a second autonomous software process...". However, it is the combination of Parad 
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with Babayev et al, the second autonomous process is disclosed. Specifically, Babayev 
et al shows this limitation in Col. 2, line 47-Col. 3, line 3, where utilizing the scheduler to 
allocate resources represented by service providers is shown as a second process. 
Parad does not specifically state that there is a second process, but does show multiple 
component processes that interact with each other in Col. 28, line 64-Col. 29, line 9. 
Here, the action control process (which represents the first autonomous software 
process) consists of 8 component part (processes), thereby making it obvious to 
combine the Parad reference with the Babayev et al reference to specifically show the 
second autonomous process. 

As per new claim 76, this claim is rejected as discussed above in the rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 

this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

r 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Akiba K Robinson-Boyce whose telephone number is 
571-272-6734. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Tuesday 8:30am- 
5pm, and Wednesday, 8:30 am-12:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 571-272-6812. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7238 
[After final communications, labeled "Box AF"], 703-746-7239 [Official Communications], 
and 703-746-7150 [Informal/Draft Communications, labeled "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"]. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. 




ATR. B. 
April 25, 2005 



